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The Senate met at 9:32 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, the Very Reverend Na-
than Baxter, Dean, Washington Na-
tional Cathedral, Washington, DC.

We are very pleased to have you with
us.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, the Very Rev-
erend Nathan Baxter, offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray: Almighty, holy, and gra-
cious God, we know You by many
names, but we are joined together in
this moment of prayer because we
know You as the author of liberty. We
thank You for the gift of democracy.
Although it is sometimes cumbersome,
it is truly inspired, and we thank You.
Most of all, gracious God, we thank
You for the Members of our United
States Senate and their staffs who de-
vote themselves to the hard and essen-
tial work of Government. Momentous
for the people of this Nation are the de-
cisions before them in this session. We
ask You to give them courage to act
rightly when partisan passions beckon;
give them patience and discerning an-
swers when truth is not clear; and give
them faith to trust You as more than
their judge but their loving Father.
Now help us, Lord, as citizens of this
Nation, to hold our Ileaders, their
staffs, their work, and their families
prayerfully in our hearts that they
may be sustained and protected. And
finally, ever keep before them and us
the guiding light of Your divine vision
of one Nation under God, indivisible,
with liberty and justice for all. Amen.

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable PAT ROBERTS, a Sen-
ator from the State of Kansas, led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
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lic for which it stands, one Nation under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The distinguished Senator from
Missouri is recognized.

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, today the
Senate will have 10 minutes for final
remarks on the Daschle motion regard-
ing the Missouri River, with a vote to
occur at approximately 9:40 a.m. Imme-
diately following that vote, there will
be a vote on the motion to proceed to
H.R. 4444, the China PNTR legislation.

Following these votes, the Senate is
expected to begin consideration of the
China trade legislation with amend-
ments in order. The Senate will also
continue debate on the energy and
water appropriations bill during this
evening’s session. It is hoped that ac-
tion on this important spending bill
can be completed as early as tonight.
Therefore, Senators may expect votes
throughout the day and into the
evening.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

————
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT  APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 4733,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4733) making appropriations
for energy and water development for the fis-

cal year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes.

Pending:

Domenici amendment No. 4032, to strike
certain environment related provisions.

Schumer/Collins amendment No. 4033, to
establish a Presidential Energy Commission
to explore long- and short-term responses to
domestic energy shortages in supply and se-
vere spikes in energy prices.

Daschle (for Baucus) amendment No. 4081,
to strike certain provisions relating to revi-
sion of the Missouri River Master Water Con-
trol Manual.

AMENDMENT NO. 4081

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of the Daschle
amendment No. 4081 on which there
shall be 10 minutes of debate equally
divided.

The distinguished Democratic leader
is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I may
use part of my leader time if my com-
ments go over the 5 minutes. I ask that
that be recognized should it be re-
quired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we are
about to vote on an amendment that is
critical not only for an important re-
gion of our country, the upper Mid-
west, but really the whole country.
How we decide the process by which we
make critical decisions about the eco-
logical and environmental balance that
must be taken into account as we con-
sider all of the challenges we face with
regard to proper management is really
what is at stake here.

The Missouri River is one of the most
important rivers of the country, but
this could apply to the Mississippi
River and to any one of a number of
rivers throughout the country. Ulti-
mately, it will be applied. You could
say this is a very important precedent.
A process has been created, enacted by
this Congress, that allows very careful
consideration of all the different fac-
tors that must be applied as we make
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decisions with regard to management
of a river, of wetlands, of anything
else.

Basically what this amendment does
is simply say, let that process go for-
ward, without making any conclusion
about what ultimately that process
will lead to. If we ultimately decide
that whatever process produced is
wrong, we, as a Congress, have the op-
portunity to stop it. Why would we
stop it midway? Why would we say
today that we don’t want that process
to continue; we don’t want it to reach
its inevitable end with a product that
we could look at for comment? That is
the first point: a process is in place.
The legislation currently within the
energy and water bill stops that in its
tracks.

I don’t have it in front of me, but the
report language makes it very clear.
Senator BOND and others may argue
that, no, this process can continue, but
the effect of this amendment stops it in
its tracks. We will not have an oppor-
tunity to carefully consider all of the
recommendations given the language
that is currently incorporated in the
bill. We must not stop a process that
allows us a result upon which we will
then pass judgment.

The Missouri River is a very critical
river. It is a multifaceted river that re-
quires balance. The current manage-
ment plan was written when the Pre-
siding Officer and I, Senator BOND, and
others were, at best, in our teens, if not
in our early years of life. It was writ-
ten in the 1950s and adopted in about
1960. It has been the plan for 40 years.

What the Corps of Engineers is now
saying, what Fish and Wildlife is now
saying is that after 40 years, prior to
the time the dams were constructed, it
is time to renew that manual; let’s find
another; let’s take another look at it
to determine whether or not what
worked in the 1950s and 1960s is some-
thing that will work today. Their feel-
ing is that it will not, that we need to
upgrade it; we need to refresh it; we
need to renew it.

Back when that manual was written,
the anticipated amount of barge traffic
was about 12 million tons. We never
reached 12 million tons. We are down to
about 1.5 million tons of barge traffic,
totaling about $7 million.

We are spending $8 million in barge
subsidies to support a $7 million indus-
try. At the same time, we have an $85
million recreation industry. We have
an incredible $667 billion hydropower
industry. We have industries that are
held captive, in large measure, because
of a manual written in 1960 that antici-
pated barge traffic that never devel-
oped.

It is time to get real. It is time to
allow the process to go forward. It is
time to allow those agencies of the
Federal Government, whose responsi-
bility it is to manage this river, to do
it without intervention. There will be
plenty of time for us to take issue, to
differ, to ultimately come to some
other conclusion if that happens. But
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that is not now, especially given the
recognition that the manual is out of
date. The manual didn’t produce the
kind of result over four decades that
was anticipated. Now it is time to
change. That is all we are asking.

Let the process go forward. The
President has said that unless this
change is made, this bill will be vetoed.
We are nearing the end of the session.
If we want to guarantee that this is
going to be wrapped up in an omnibus
bill with absolutely no real oppor-
tunity for the Senate to have its voice
heard, then the time to change it, so it
can be signed, is now—not 4 weeks
from now. I am very hopeful my col-
leagues will understand the importance
of this question, the importance of this
amendment. I am hopeful that, on a bi-
partisan basis, we can say let us allow
the Corps, Fish and Wildlife, and the
biological experts to do their work.
Then let us look at that work and
make our evaluation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri is
recognized.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 4 minutes and ask that I be advised
when that is up so I may yield to my
colleagues.

We have had a lot of argument about
whether we ought to stop the process.
That is not what is at issue. What is at
issue is stopping flooding in down-
stream States, such as Missouri, Kan-
sas, Iowa, Nebraska, and States down
the Mississippi, and the implementa-
tion of a risky scheme. Section 103—
and I am happy to show it to my col-
leagues—says none of the funds made
available may be used to revise the
manual to provide for an increase in
the springtime water release during
spring heavy rainfall and snowmelt in
States that have rivers draining into
the Missouri River below the Gavins
Point Dam.

This same provision has been in-
cluded in four previous energy and
water bills in the last 5 years. It has
been passed by this Congress and
signed by the President. It clearly per-
mits a review of alternatives to change
river management. It only prevents
one, single, specific harmful alter-
native of a controlled flood, which was
proposed first in 1993, subjected to pub-
lic review and comment by this Con-
gress, and rejected by the administra-
tion when it was considered in 1994.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture
opposed it. The U.S. Department of
Transportation opposed it. There was
unanimous opinion on people who lived
in and worked along the river. The offi-
cials there oppose this risky scheme.
Now, 5 years later, the Fish and Wild-
life Service wrote a letter on July 12
demanding that, as an interim step, a
spring pulse come down the Missouri
River starting in 2001.

This is supposed to help the habitat
of the pallid sturgeon. But what it does
is increase the spring rise, and the Mis-
souri and Mississippi already have a
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spring rise. We get floods and we have
damage that hurts land and facilities
and Kkills people.

The people of Los Alamos know what
happens when the Federal Government
gave them a controlled burn. They are
still wiping soot out of their hair. This
is a proposal to give a controlled flood
to areas where there is great risk. That
is why the Democratic Governor of
Missouri, the mayor of Kansas City,
both Democrats, both oppose the mo-
tion to strike. They support section
103. We know it would curtail transpor-
tation, the most efficient and effective
and environmentally friendly form of
transportation of agricultural goods,
and that is barge traffic. It would end
barge traffic on the Missouri River,
which I think may be the objective.
Barge traffic not only gets product
down the river to the world markets,
but it keeps the cost of shipping under
control by competition. It would harm
transportation on the Mississippi
River. That is why the Southern Gov-
ernors’ Association and waterways
groups have come out in strong support
of section 103.

Our State Department and Natural
Resources Conservation Department
oppose this risky scheme. They are
dedicated to the recovery of the spe-
cies. They have other alternatives that
need to be and can be studied. The U.S.
Geological Survey Environmental Re-
search Center is looking at what we
can do to increase the number of pallid
sturgeon, and the likely objectives
they have do not involve increasing
floods in the spring.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
join me in rejecting this motion to
strike because it puts lives at risk; it
ends transportation for farmers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. BOND. I yield that time to my
colleague, the junior Senator from Mis-
souri, Mr. ASHCROFT.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
thank the senior Senator from Mis-
souri for taking point on this very im-
portant measure that will protect a
livelihood and a set of very essential
opportunities that exist in downstream
States. To send a surge of water down-
stream in the spring, when we are al-
ready at risk of flooding, could hurt
the capacity of our farmers to produce.
And then to compound the injury and
add the insult of making the shipping
of what they produce difficult, or im-
possible, or not competitive, would be
very damaging.

Over half of the people in my State of
Missouri drink water from the Missouri
River. We have come to rely on it as a
resource. This doesn’t detract from the
overall ability to measure and evaluate
what happens on the river. It simply
says that prior to the plan we are not
going to authorize a spring surge which
would add flooding and jeopardize the
livelihood of many individuals in Mis-
souri and other States that border the
Missouri River.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
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The minority leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will
use some leader time. I understand I
have 8 minutes remaining. My col-
leagues can vote any way they wish,
based upon the facts as presented. Let
nobody be misled. This has nothing to
do with flooding—nothing. This doesn’t
apply when there is flooding or when
there are droughts. That is written
right into the language of this new
master manual proposal. It has nothing
to do with flooding. This has to do with
barge traffic. That is what this is
about. It is about barge traffic.

Now, the Senator from Missouri
talks about the importance of competi-
tion. How much competition is there
when you have three-tenths of 1 per-
cent of all agricultural transportation
related to barge traffic and 99 percent
is rail and highway? Is that competi-
tion? My colleagues are appropriately
trying to defend a dying industry in
Missouri, and they are using flood con-
cerns to protect them. This is not
about floods. This is about protecting
three-tenths of 1 percent of all trans-
portation for agriculture in the entire
region. That is what this is about.
Nothing more and nothing less.

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I reem-
phasize the first point made by my
friend from South Dakota. He is en-
tirely accurate. We hear about the
specter of floods. If you look at the
facts, this amendment has nothing to
do with floods. Why do I say that? It is
because of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers’ own analysis. Looking at the al-
ternatives, the current master manual,
compared with the spring rise/split sea-
son, there is no statistical, no dif-
ference—it is 1 percent—in the flood
control benefits between the two alter-
natives. None. One percent is statis-
tically insignificant.

So you hear on the floor those pro-
tecting a dying industry using another
scare tactic, and that is floods. That is
totally inaccurate. In addition, the
proposal of the spring rise/split season
will be used in only 1 out of every 3
years. And the proposal also provides
that if it looks as if there might be a
wet year, or more precipitation in the
year a spring rise might otherwise
occur, there would be no spring rise.
Why? Because the primary goal of the
Corps of Engineers is flood protection.
Let’s take that off the table; take
flooding and the wall of water down the
river off the table.

In the 1993 and 1997 flood years, if
this proposal had been in effect, there
would be no spring rise and no split
season. It would not exacerbate the
1993 and 1997 floods.

In addition, if this amendment to
strike 103 is not adopted, we will have
a big lawsuit on our hands. Why? Be-
cause the environmentalists will file a
lawsuit against the Army Corps of En-
gineers because of not protecting the
Endangered Species Act. We would
have a whole set of problems on our
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hands. Let’s not have a lawsuit. Let’s
not have scare tactics for the sake of
trying to protect a dying industry that
need not be subsidized as it is now.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in strong support of my
colleague from Missouri, Mr. BOND.

The Bond provision of the fiscal year
2001 Energy and Water Appropriations
bill would prohibit the TU.S. Army
Corps of Engineers from implementing
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service plan
to increase spring time releases of
water from Missouri River dams to
simulate the natural ‘“‘rise” and ‘‘fall”
in the Missouri River. This could be po-
tentially devastating to Nebraska’s
farmers and ranchers and those whose
livelihood depends on the Missouri

River because the ‘‘rise” increases
flood risk, and the ‘‘fall” interferes
with barge traffic.

This ‘‘spring rise’” that increases

flood risks down the Missouri and the
Mississippi is particularly irresponsible
when you take into account that over
the last two years, FEMA has spent
$32.6 million in flood disaster for the
Missouri River.

During the flood of 1993, the largest
in recorded history, flood costs ranged
between $12 and $16 billion. More im-
portantly, main stem Missouri River
Dams—the very ones Fish and Wildlife
want to change—prevented $4 billion in
damages.

If the amendment to strike the Bond
provision from the Energy and Water
Appropriations bill is successful, and
this ‘“‘fall’’ occurs, then there is a real
potential that water levels are reduced
to a point where barge traffic can’t get
through. Barge traffic is necessary to
the farmer. It brings fertilizer up in the
spring and brings the harvest to mar-
ket in the fall. Senator BOND’s amend-
ment will ensure that water levels are
kept at a navigable level.

This provision is not new to the En-
ergy and Water Appropriations bill. It
has been included in four previous ap-
propriations measures that were signed
into law by President Clinton. Now,
President Clinton is threatening to
veto this bill if it contains the Bond
provision.

I urge my colleagues to keep the
Bond provision in this appropriations
bill and keep the Missouri River at a
reasonable and steady level.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent for 2 additional minutes
to respond to comments made by the
distinguished minority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the
leader.

I just have to say when the point was
made that this is not about flooding,
that is what has people in Missouri
scared to death. Floods don’t happen
every year. But when the floods hap-
pen, they are devastating.

That is why I want to read from a
letter by the Democratic Governor,

S8131

Mel Carnahan, of Missouri. In an Au-
gust 17 letter he wrote to the White
House trying to stop it, he said that ab-
sent change in the service as planned,
it is likely efforts to restore endan-
gered species along the river will be
damaged and an increase in the risk of
flooding river communities and agri-
cultural land will occur; and, States
along the river will suffer serious eco-
nomic damage to their river-based
transportation and agricultural indus-
tries.

When the Southern Governors Asso-
ciation wrote to the minority and ma-
jority leaders, Mike Huckabee, Gov-
ernor of Arkansas, speaking for the
southern Governors, said that if the
current plan is implemented and these
States incur significantly heavy rains
during the rise, there is a real risk that
farms and communities along the lower
Missouri River will suffer serious flood-
ing.

Frankly, nobody can tell when the
heavy rains are coming. I have watched
the National Weather Service. They do
not know. They cannot predict the
heavy rains and floods that have dev-
astated our lands and killed people in
recent years. They have come without
warning. It takes 11 days for water to
get from Gavins Point to St. Louis.
They are not good enough. None of us
is good enough to know when those
heavy rains will occur.

I yield the floor. I thank my col-
league from South Dakota.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I know
I have a couple of minutes remaining
in leader time. Let me respond. I un-
derstand it is 5 minutes. I will not use
all of it because I know we are about
ready to go to a vote.

Let me just say that the distin-
guished senior Senator from Missouri
knows what I know and what everyone
should know prior to the time they are
called upon to vote.

First of all, it is not a plan until it is
adopted as a plan. But the Bond lan-
guage would stop the plan from even
going forward before we have had a
chance to analyze what effect it would
have on floods. But the proposal, which
is all it is at this point, says we will ex-
empt those years when there is a pros-
pect for flooding. We will exempt the
master manual from being utilized and
implemented if a flood is imminent. We
lop off the flooded years and the
drought years. This plan is to be used
only in those times when there is nor-
mal rain flow. That is really what we
are talking about here.

But I go back to the point: Why stop
this process from going forward before
we know all the facts? Why stick our
head in the sand before we really have
the biological, ecological, and all of the
managerial details?

That is what the language does. That
isn’t the way we ought to proceed.
There will be time for us to oppose, if
that may be the case. But not now, not
halfway through the process. Let’s
allow this process to continue.

I yield the floor and the remainder of
my time.
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Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceed to call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA) and the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBER-
MAN) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 232 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Baucus Edwards Levin
Bayh Feingold Mikulski
Biden Feinstein Miller
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Boxer Harkin Murray
Breaux Hollings Reed
Bryan Inouye Reid
Byrd Johnson Robb
Chafee, L. Kennedy Rockefeller
Cleland Kerrey Roth
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
Daschle Kohl Schumer
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone
Durbin Leahy Wyden
NAYS—52

Abraham Gorton McConnell
Allard Gramm Nickles
Ashcroft Grams Roberts
Bennett Grassley Santorum
Bond Gregg Sessions
Brownback Hagel Shelby
Bunning Hatch Smith (NH)
Burns Helms ;
Campbell Hutchinson gmlth (OR)

N nowe
Cochran Hutchison Speot
Collins Inhofe pecter
Craig Jeffords Stevens
Crapo Kyl Thomas
DeWine Lincoln Thompson
Domenici Lott Thurmond
Enzi Lugar Voinovich
Fitzgerald Mack Warner
Frist McCain

NOT VOTING—3
Akaka Lieberman Murkowski
The amendment (No. 4081) was re-

jected.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

——
TO AUTHORIZE EXTENSION OF
NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-

MENT TO THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED —Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
vote on the motion to proceed to the
consideration of H.R. 4444, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A motion to proceed to the bill (H.R. 4444)
to authorize extension of nondiscriminatory
treatment (normal trade relations treat-
ment) to the People’s Republic of China, and
to establish a framework for relations be-
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tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the motion to
proceed.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the
business before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion under consideration is the motion
to proceed to H.R. 4444 which the clerk
has already reported, and the yeas and
nays have been requested.

Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA) and the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBER-
MAN) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 92,
nays 5, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 233 Leg.]

YEAS—92
Abraham Feinstein McCain
Allard Fitzgerald McConnell
Ashcroft Frist Mikulski
Baucus Gorton Miller
Bayh Graham Moynihan
Bennett Gramm Murray
B?den Grams Nickles
Bingaman Grassley Reed
gond I(ireg% Reid
oxer age.

Breaux Harkin Robb N
Brownback Hatch Roberts

Rockefeller
Bryan Helms Roth
Burns Hollings Santorum
Byrd Hutchinson .
Chafee, L. Hutchison Sarbanes
Cleland Inouye Schgmer
Cochran Johnson Sessions
Collins Kennedy Shelby
Conrad Kerrey Smith (OR)
Craig Kerry Snowe
Crapo Kohl Specter
Daschle Kyl Stevens
DeWine Landrieu Thomas
Dodd Lautenberg Thompson
Domenici Leahy Thurmond
Dorgan Levin Torricelli
Durbin Lincoln Voinovich
Edwards Lott Warner
Enzi Lugar Wellstone
Feingold Mack Wyden

NAYS—5
Bunning Inhofe Smith (NH)
Campbell Jeffords
NOT VOTING—3

Akaka Lieberman Murkowski

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
don’t think we have reached an agree-
ment on amendments yet. It is my in-
tention to have some good, substantive
debate on amendments. I have a num-
ber of amendments I want to bring to
the floor. I certainly will agree to time
limits on each of these amendments.
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Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield,
Senator MOYNIHAN has informed me
that there has been an agreement
reached between he and Senator ROTH
and you, and that you would agree to
45 minutes on your side and they would
agree to 20 minutes, with no second-de-
gree amendments; is that right?

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct. It
is not on paper yet, but I think that is
what we will agree to.

Mr. REID. Can we agree to it right
now?

Mr. WELLSTONE. No. There are a
few things to be worked out first.

Mr. REID. I thank the Senator.

AMENDMENT NO. 4114

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE], for himself and Mr. HELMS, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4114.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the President to certify

to Congress that the People’s Republic of

China has taken certain actions with re-

spect to ensuring religious freedom, as rec-

ommended by the United States Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom)

On page 4, line 22, beginning with ‘“‘Prior”’,

strike all through page 5, line 6, and insert
the following:
Prior to making the determination provided
for in subsection (a)(1), the President shall
transmit a report to Congress certifying
that—

(1) pursuant to the provisions of section 122
of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19
U.S.C. 3532), the terms and conditions for the
accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the World Trade Organization are at least
equivalent to those agreed between the
United States and the People’s Republic of
China on November 15, 1999; and

(2) following the recommendations of the
United States Commission on International
Religious Freedom, the People’s Republic of
China has made substantial improvements in
respect for religious freedom, as measured by
the fact that—

(A) the People’s Republic of China has
agreed to open a high-level and continuing
dialogue with the United States on religious-
freedom issues;

(B) the People’s Republic of China has rati-
fied the International Convention on Civil
and Political Rights, which it has signed;

(C) the People’s Republic of China has
agreed to permit the United States Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom and
international human rights organizations
unhindered access to religious leaders, in-
cluding those imprisoned, detained, or under
house arrest;

(D) the People’s Republic of China has re-
sponded to inquiries regarding persons who
are imprisoned, detained, or under house ar-
rest for reasons of religion or belief, or whose
whereabouts are not known, although they
were last seen in the custody of Chinese au-
thorities; and

(E) the People’s Republic of China has re-
leased from prison all persons incarcerated
because of their religion or beliefs.
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On page 5, line 10, strike ‘‘section 101(a)”’
and insert ‘‘section 101",

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first, I say to colleagues that if I was
not on the floor right now, I would be
in the Foreign Relations Committee.
Senator BROWNBACK is conducting
some hearings that deal with religious
freedom in China. This amendment
also deals with the same question.

I rise today, Democrats and Repub-
licans, to offer an amendment. I offer
this amendment with Senator HELMS of
North Carolina. I believe later on Sen-
ator FEINGOLD is going to want to be
added as a cosponsor.

This amendment will prove that our
country cares deeply about religious
freedom and our country is not indif-
ferent to the suffering of millions of
Chinese who face religious persecution.
Respect for religious liberty goes to
the heart of American values. We can-
not say that we are deeply committed
to human rights and that we are deeply
committed to religious freedom and
then remain silent as we witness Chi-
na’s abuse of both of these rights.

Two years ago, in a 98-0 vote, the
Senate overwhelmingly passed the
International Religious Freedom Act,
which created the Commission on
International Religious Freedom. Con-
gress instructed that the Commission
make recommendations to us when it
comes to how, through our foreign pol-
icy, we could promote international re-
ligious freedoms. It took this mandate
seriously. After a year-long investiga-
tion, the Commission—and this is the
report of the U.S. Commission on
International Religious Freedom,
which was issued May 1, 2000—found
that ‘““The government of China and the
Communist Party of China discrimi-
nates, harasses, incarcerates, and tor-
tures people on the basis of their reli-
gion and beliefs.”

My amendment follows verbatim the
Commission’s recommendation. It was
the recommendation of this Commis-
sion, which we established by a 98-0
vote, to delay PNTR until China made
““‘substantial” improvements in allow-
ing its people the freedom to worship
as measured by several concrete bench-
marks.

People who believe in religious free-
dom have long understood a basic
truth—that America, our country, can
never be indifferent to religious perse-
cution. When others are hounded or
persecuted for their religious beliefs,
we are diminished by our own failure
to act or speak out. But when we em-
brace the cause of religious freedom,
we reaffirm one of the great values of
American democracy.

This legislation and this administra-
tion is focused on trade, which it is
now promoting as a human rights pol-
icy. But trade alone will never guar-
antee change. This report, which I am
going to read in a moment, on religious
persecution in China issued just this
year is brutal. The State Department
issued its report on international reli-
gious freedom.
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Senators cannot turn their gaze away
from this unpleasant truth. They talk
about a tremendous amount of persecu-
tion in China.

We have now had two reports by the
State Department on human rights
which have not reported great improve-
ment. This past year, the State Depart-
ment report on human rights abuses
talked about a brutal climate in China.
We cannot reward China with PNTR
while it continues to harass and jail
people because of their religious be-
liefs.

Just yesterday, the Washington Post
reported that China has indicted 85
members of a Christian sect in a fol-
lowup to the recent retention of 130 of
its members and the expulsion of 3
American missionaries.

With passage of PNTR, the United
States of America gives up our annual
right of review of China’s most favored
nation trade privileges as well as our
bilateral trade remedy. We have not
used this leverage as effectively as we
should. But do we want to give up all of
this leverage? Do we want to say we do
not take into account this religious
persecution in China and we will no
longer annually review trade relations
to maintain some leverage and some
voice in support of the right of people
in China to practice their religious be-
liefs?

During the debate on the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act, many
of my colleagues made impassioned
speeches that TU.S. foreign policy
should never ignore the importance of
this fundamental right of people to be
able to practice their religion and not
be persecuted in our dealings with
other countries. In fact, Congress in-
structed the Commission to make rec-
ommendations to ensure that Amer-
ican foreign policy promotes inter-
national religious freedom.

That is what this amendment is
about.

The Commission’s members—because
I am going in a moment to mirror their
recommendations, which is what this
amendment  basically reflects—are
drawn from both parties and represent
extremely diverse points of view, in-
cluding, by the way, the members of
this Commission as strong proponents
of free trade. Its members include El-
liot Abrams, former assistant to Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan; John Bolton of
the American Enterprise Institute;
Rev. Theodore McCarrick, the Arch-
bishop of Newark; Nina Shea of Free-
dom House; and Rabbi David
Sapperstein, director of the Religious
Action Center for Reform Judaism.

Despite the Commission’s extraor-
dinary diversity, its members unani-
mously agreed on no PNTR for China.
We voted 98-0 for this legislation. We
established this Commission. We asked
this Commission to present to us rec-
ommendations about how we could pro-
mote religious freedom. The Commis-
sion took this mandate seriously. I
want to just quote from this Commis-
sion’s report. Its members unani-
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mously agreed that we should vote no
on PNTR for China.

Given the sharp deterioration in freedom
of religion in China during the last year, the
Commission believes an unconditional grant
of PNTR at this moment may be taken as a
signal of American indifference to religious
freedom.

We are just asking in our amendment
that Democrats and Republicans go on
record as not being indifferent when it
comes to the question of religious free-
dom.

I will explain my amendment in a
moment. I see my colleague, Senator
HELMS, on the floor. I yield to the Sen-
ator from North Carolina and ask
unanimous consent that I be able to
follow him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from North Carolina is
recognized.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
for me to make my remarks from my
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. I
thank the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. President, around this place we
customarily say in a case such as this
that we are ‘‘pleased’” to support an
amendment. I am honored to support
this amendment, and I am honored to
cosponsor it with my friend from Min-
nesota. In this case, we both have the
same conviction about what our Gov-
ernment and our country ought to do
before granting permanent normal
trade relations to China.

I am sure Senator WELLSTONE has
made it clear, but for the purpose of
emphasis, this amendment directs the
President, if China has indeed met a se-
ries of religious freedom conditions, to
certify such before granting permanent
normal trade relations with China.

This amendment really tells China—
and, just as importantly, the rest of
the world—that we in America still
stand for something, something other
than profits, something other than
whatever benefit may be imagined by
the steps the President is trying to
take with China.

In this case, we are saying we don’t
believe China should be welcomed into
international organizations such as the
WTO while China continues to repress,
to jail, to murder, and to torture their
own citizens simply because those citi-
zens have dared to exercise their faith.

Let me quote a passage from the
Clinton State Department’s own report
on religious freedom that was delivered
to the Congress of the United States
just this past week. This is the State
Department:

In 1999, the Chinese government’s respect
for religious freedom deteriorated markedly.

The question is, Are we going to
stand here today and ignore this,
knowing that China abuses, mistreats,
and murders its own people? Are we
going to ignore the crackdown on
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Christians that began just last week,
during which three Americans—Ameri-
cans, let me emphasize—were arrested
by the Communist Chinese?

Other crimes against religious believ-
ers in China abound. In the past couple
of years, China has intensified its so-
called patriotic reeducation campaign
aimed at destroying Tibetan culture
and religion. Similar horror stories are
taking place in the Muslim northwest
where the Chinese Government is
smashing, destroying, and stomping
anybody who attempts to display any
kind of ethnic or true religious iden-
tity.

It is naive to believe these abuses
will be dealt with by the Commission
set up by this legislation. I hope I live
long enough to see it happen. I will sur-
pass, I believe, I fear, Senator THUR-
MOND in age before that happens or,
more precisely, until hell freezes over
because it is not going to happen, not
in the lifetime of anybody in this
Chamber.

The example of the recently created
Commission on Religious Freedom is
very instructive. After dramatically
cataloging the barbaric crackdown on
religious freedom in China, the Com-
mission recommended—how do you
like them apples?—that permanent
normal trade relations not be granted
to China at this time. But nobody pays
any attention, similar to a train pass-
ing in the night.

Here we are today, ready to toss all
of those findings, all of the things we
know are going on, and say we ought to
do it. Not with my vote, Mr. President;
not with my vote. That is why we must
insist that progress on religious free-
dom precede China’s entry into the
WTO. That is precisely what this
amendment does. I urge its adoption. I
commend the Senator from Minnesota
for sponsoring it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLARD). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league from North Carolina. Mr. Presi-
dent, so that all Senators will know
what this amendment does, let me be
very precise about it. I look forward to
hearing a response from my colleague
from Nebraska.

It tracks the recommendations of the
Commission on Religious Freedom pre-
cisely, that the U.S. Congress should
grant PNTR, the Commission said,
only after China makes substantial im-
provements with respect to freedom of
religion as measured by the following
standards, which I think are not unrea-
sonable:

(A) China agrees to establish a high
level and ongoing dialog with the U.S.
Government on religious freedom
issues; (B) China agrees to ratify the
International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights which it signed in 1998;
(C) China agrees to permit unhindered
access to religious leaders, including
those imprisoned, detained, or under
house arrest by the U.S. commission on
international freedom and other
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human rights organizations; (D) China
provides a detailed response to inquir-
ies regarding a number of persons who
were imprisoned, detained, or under
house arrest for reasons of religion or
belief, or whose whereabouts are not
known but who were last seen in the
custody of Chinese authorities. And, fi-
nally, China has made substantial
progress in releasing from prison all
persons incarcerated for religious rea-
sons.

This amendment is basically the rec-
ommendations of the report on the
U.S. Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom. The Commission set-
tled on these reasonable conditions
after an intensive investigation where
they met with Government officials,
bishops, monks, and members of house
churches in China. Its report exten-
sively documents abuses against Chris-
tians, Muslims, Buddhists, and others
in China.

Let me give my colleagues a few ex-
amples. I start with Christians. The
Commission found that the Chinese
Government has engaged in crack-
downs on the Protestant house church
movement and Catholics loyal to the
Vatican. Last week, Chinese authori-
ties arrested over 130 Evangelical
Christians, including 3 Americans, for
holding a revival meeting. Further,
Chinese authorities detained scores of
Protestant worshipers and detained,
beat, and fined unknown underground
Catholics in Hebei Province last year.
In recent months, many Catholic cler-
gy loyal to the Vatican have also been
detained. One young bishop was de-
tained while performing an unauthor-
ized mass. He was found dead on the
street in Beijing shortly after being re-
leased from detention. The Vatican re-
ports that five churches built without
the Chinese Government’s authoriza-
tion were torn down, and another 15
were destroyed in Fujian Province.

While harsh prison sentences and vio-
lence against religious activists con-
tinue, state control, increasingly,
takes the form of the registration proc-
ess. This is the way the Government
monitors membership in religious or-
ganizations, locations of meetings, se-
lection of clergy, and content of publi-
cations. If religious members do not
register, they can be fined, their prop-
erty seized, and sometimes they are de-
tained. Again, I am just summarizing
the reports that are before the Senate.

Muslims: The Government has also
carried out a major purge of local offi-
cials in heavily populated Muslim
areas and targeted ‘‘underground”’
Muslim religious activities. The Gov-
ernment has banned the construction
or renovation of 133 mosques, and ar-
rested scores of Muslim religious dis-
sidents.

In Xinjiang, Muslims holding posi-
tions in the Government who continue
to practice Islam have lost their jobs.
Local newspapers report that authori-
ties were moving village by village,
hamlet by hamlet, to clean up illegal
religious activity. Religious teachers
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and students at unregistered schools
have been detained, and they have been
sent to reeducation through Ilabor
camps. Conditions in Xinjiang labor
camps are said to be the most horrific
in China. Brutality and hunger are
common, some inmates simply dis-
appear. As in other areas in China, offi-
cials have launched an indepth ‘‘athe-
ist education” campaign. As in Tibet,
access to information is severely re-
stricted.

These are the reports before the Sen-
ate. And we are going to say that we
will not speak out, and we are not
going to at least ask China to comply
with minimum standards of decency
when it comes to ending this religious
persecution before we automatically
renew trade relations?

Now to Tibetans. Prior to the Chi-
nese invasion in 1950, Tibet was a coun-
try steeped in religion. Religious prac-
tice was central to the identity and the
lives of Tibetan people. Recognizing
the power of religion in Tibetan life,
the Chinese have attempted to destroy
this cultural base, to quell dissent with
authoritarian rule. Over 6,000 mon-
asteries and sacred places have been
destroyed by the Chinese over the last
40 years. Today in Tibet, human rights
conditions remain grim. Tibetan reli-
gious activists face ‘‘disappearance’ or
incommunicado detention, long prison
sentences, and brutal treatment in cus-
tody. We are going to be silent about
this?

In addition, a Government-orches-
trated campaign against the Dalai
Lama continues. The campaign in-
cludes a reeducation program for
monks and nuns which the government
has spread widely. In one county, for
example, monks were locked in their
rooms for over 3 weeks for their refusal
to denounce the Dalai Lama. In an-
other region, over 120 resident nuns
were expelled from their monasteries.

In an action denounced by the Dalai
Lama, the Beijing government picked a
boy as the reincarnation of the Pan-
chen Lama. This is the latest campaign
by the Chinese government to control
the future of their religion. In 1995, the
Dalai Lama identified another Tibetan
boy as the reincarnate Panchen Lama.
The Chinese government immediately
denounced the Dalai Lama’s choice, ar-
rested the boy and his family, and
pushed their choice. Chinese authori-
ties continue to hold the Panchen
Lama—the world’s youngest political
prisoner—at a secret location and have
refused all requests to visit him by offi-
cial and unofficial foreign delegations.

As the Commission declared:

The Chinese government has no more au-
thority under Tibetan Buddhism to select re-
incarnated lamas than they do to select
bishops under Roman Catholicism.

The Karmapa Lama, a young Tibetan
man, who was groomed by the Chinese
for their own political purposes re-
cently fled his monastery and his Chi-
nese guards for life in exile in India. He
had been used cynically by the Chinese
as a symbol of religious freedom, yet
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was unable to receive instruction by
religious tutors as required by Tibetan
tradition. Earlier this year, the young
leader said:

Tibet has suffered great losses. Tibetan re-
ligion and culture have reached the point of
complete destruction.

And we do not take that into account
with this legislation? We do not even
want to go on record supporting reli-
gious freedom?

China’s excesses can be felt even
closer to home as witnessed this past
week in New York. On August 28th,
more than 1,000 religious leaders from
around the world attended the Millen-
nium Peace Summit, a conference or-
ganized under the authority of the
United Nations. Because of pressure
from the Chinese government, the
Dalai Lama, spiritual leader of Tibetan
Buddhists and winner of the Nobel
Peace Price, was conspicuously not in-
vited. U.N. officials and China’s own
diplomats told conference organizers
that China would oppose any appear-
ance in the U.N. General Assembly
chamber by the leader of Tibet’s 15 mil-
lion Buddhists.

By the way, I note that Ms. Jiang,
from the Qi Gong movement, and Mr.
Harry Wu—and I will have an amend-
ment on prison labor—I think is some-
where here in the gallery during this
debate.

Perhaps the most egregious example
of the PRC government’s contempt for
the rights of its own citizens has been
the unrelenting campaign of repression
against practitioners and defenders of
Falun Gong, a popular practice of
meditation and exercises.

According to international news
media reports, at least 50,000 Falun
Gong practitioners have been arrested
and detained, more than 5,000 have
been sentenced to labor camps without
trial, 400 have been incarcerated in psy-
chiatric facilities, and over 500 have re-
ceived prison sentences in cursory
show trials. Detainees are often tor-
tured and at least 33 practitioners have
died in government custody. Every day
there is a report in the New York
Times about these abuses in China. Are
we just going to ignore all of this?

Consider, for instance, the death of
Chen Zixiu, a 58-year-old retired auto-
worker, who was Kkilled by torture at
the hands of Beijing officers when she
was unable to pay the fire for her jail
time. As described in the Wall Street
Journal:

The day before Chen died, her captors
again demanded that she renounce her faith
in Falun Gong. Barely conscious after re-
peated jolts from a cattle prod, the 58-year-
old stubbornly shook her head. Enraged, the
local officials ordered Ms. Chen to run bare-
foot in the snow. Two days of torture had
left her legs bruised and her short black hair
matted with pus and blood, said cellmates
and other prisoners who witnessed the inci-
dent. She crawled outside, vomited, and col-
lapsed. She never regained consciousness.

Furthermore, over 600 Falun Gong
practitioners have reportedly been
committed to mental hospitals, where
they have been mistreated with injec-
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tions, sedatives, anti-psychotics, as
well as electric shocks. State doctors
are misusing the practice of psychiatry
against political dissidents, as in the
practice of ‘“Soviet psychiatry.” That
was the country from which my father
fled persecutions. The Washington Post
recently reported on a computer engi-
neer and a Falun Gong practitioner
who died after spending a week in a
mental hospital where doctors injected
him, twice daily, with an unknown sub-
stance that made him lose mobility
and finally led to heart failure.

This man suffered extreme mistreat-
ment simply for peacefully exercising
their beliefs, a right recognized by the
United Nations Declaration of Human
Rights and guaranteed by China’s own
Constitution. It is particularly dis-
turbing that Chinese officials have pub-
licly defended these atrocities on the
spurious ground that Falun Gong is al-
legedly destabilizing the country. Bei-
jing has made similar statements
about Christian ‘‘house churches’ that
refuse to submit to government over-
sight and direction.

As Rabbi David Sapperstein, the
former Chairman of the United States
Commission on International Religious
Freedom, he said:

Falun Gong has almost become the symbol
for the struggle for religious freedom. And
when thousands and thousands of people
have been arrested, imprisoned, tortured,
when people have died in prison, it is impos-
sible for countries to say they are deeply
committed to human rights and remain si-
lent. And that is why we have urged the
United States government to speak out.

Please let me repeat that:

And when thousands and thousands of peo-
ple, Rabbi David Sapperstein goes on to say
‘“have been arrested, imprisoned, tortured,
when people have died in prison, it is impos-
sible for countries to say that they are deep-
ly committed to human rights and remain si-
lent. And that is why we have urged the U.S.
government to speak out.

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment. It will
show that the U.S. Senate does not just
pay lip service to the importance of re-
ligious freedom, and that it supports
the right of millions of Chinese to
practice their faiths in peace and with-
out persecution. My amendment is the
least we can do. China should not be
awarded PNTR now while it continues
to arrest Christians, torture Muslims,
and hound Tibetans—all because they
refuse to renounce their beliefs.

This is a vote on religious freedom.
This is a vote about our commitment
to it. I do feel strongly about this,
given my own background and what
my family went through in another
country, Russia. But I also want to say
to colleagues that it is, in my view, not
acceptable to vote ‘no”’; to vote
against this amendment or to table
this amendment with the argument
being: But if we pass an amendment we
would have to go to conference com-
mittee. Try telling that to people back
home.

To me this is the ultimate insider’s
argument: We cannot support an
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amendment that supports religious
freedom because then the bill we
passed would be in a different form
than the House bill, and it would have
to go to conference committee.

People are not going to be persuaded
by that argument. People want us to
vote for what we think is right, and
that is what we should do. I say to Sen-
ators, I personally believe it is a bogus
argument. Every Senator in this Cham-
ber knows that if we are serious about
passing legislation—I have not been in-
volved in a strategy of delay. I know
we are going to have the debate, and I
know the legislation is going to pass.
But if we want to pass the legislation,
there are all sorts of precedents.

We will get it to conference com-
mittee, and we will get it right out of
conference committee and pass it. We
can put it into an omnibus Appropria-
tions Committee report. There are
many ways this legislation can be
passed, and I do not believe Senators
should be able to say: No, we are not
going to vote for this amendment that
deals with religious persecution be-
cause we do not want this legislation
to go to conference committee.

This legislation can go to conference
committee, come out of conference
committee, and it can pass. I hope my
colleagues will vote for this amend-
ment.

I reserve the remainder of my time. I
know we are not under a UC agree-
ment, but I will take a few more min-
utes to respond later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, if the
other side is prepared to enter into
time agreements, this side is as well.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate considers the following
amendments, they be considered under
the following debate times prior to
votes in relation to these amendments:

Wellstone, international religious
freedom;

Wellstone, human rights conditions;

Wellstone, prison labor;

Wellstone, right to organize;

Wellstone, persecution of union orga-
nizers.

Further, with respect to each amend-
ment, there be 45 minutes under the
control of Senator WELLSTONE and 20
minutes under the control of Senator
ROTH, or his designee. Finally, I ask
unanimous consent that no amend-
ments be in order to the amendments
prior to a vote in relation to t